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think it will do as a general explanation, nor do I think it 1864
fits your leading instances. According to the law of re- ~~~
lativity the correlative which should be suggested by large etat* 57<
is not small but ordinary. If a thing is only large rela-
tively to what is small we do not call it large simply. I
am myself inclined (I speak under correction) to solve
the question of Contrast as a source of Association by
denying its existence. I cannot find in myself that pre-
sent suffeiing has any tendency to recall my idea of
former happiness. On the contrary, it tends, I think, as
one might suppose beforehand, in the way of obstruc-
tive association, to exclude that idea. What is real in
the case is, I think, that during the state of suffering the
idea of previous enjoyment may be recalled by something
which is associated with it in the way of resemblance or
contiguity, and that then the clashing of the two simul-
taneous emotions arrests the attention upon them, intensi-
fies the consciousness of them both, suggests the additional
idea of change or vicissitude, and the painful one of change
for the worse, and all this being intimately mixed up with
the state of present suffering, people fancy it is the suffer-
ing which suggested the remembrance when, in truth, it
was an obstacle to it.

I have also read through Spencer's " Principles of Psy-
chology/' which is as much better than I thought as the
" First Principles " are less good. He is, no doubt, a great
deal too certain of many things, and on some he is clearly
wrong, but much less so than I fancied (barring the Uni-
versal Postulate, on which he now tells me that my difference
from him is chiefly verbal, but I do riot think so). He
has a great mastery over the obscurer applications of the
associative principle. As you say, he is particularly good
on the subject of resistance and extension. Still, his argu-
ment against Hamilton does not thoroughly satisfy me.
There seems to be an occult petitio principii in it. He argues
that we cannot acquire the idea of extension from sight
alone, because that idea involves muscular feelings, which
last is just the point to be proved. Of course the idea such
as we now have it involves muscular feelings, and any idea